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INTROUCTION

I ;,'.....
\ ' off, , t .,, . .

In the late 1960's and early.1 O'S.open space education was tizeitg_

advdcAteZ1 as the approach to be utiliz d in the instruction of elementary =

4
.

school youngsters: In the early to mi .1970's, research was conducted com-

paring achievement prchildren in an o en space setting with youngsterS'in

a more traditional environment. By and large, these studies (Burnham, 1971

Sackett, 1971; McCallum, 1972; Read, 193) found little difference betWeen

. - .

' the two tipes of programs. ,In fact, Sa kett (1971) concluded that if the =, .

/
ch4ld's whole personality is taken into account,, the open space arrangement

was not a significant factor..

Studies.which found eignificant differences in favor pf the open

.space setting basically showed such differences to occur in the amount of

activity in the classroom, *eater independence,froM the teacher, and a..

- greater willingne'ss to take risks. (Alltfant, 1972k Lueders.-Sa)mon, 1972;,

Meyers, 1971). Ivaddition, the krsonalitx factors 'of self- esteem, atti-

tu des to wards school,,.and senO ivity to others were also cited as having

aAemonstrated difference in avor of the open space classroom. (Beals,.
.
-

=/
,

1972; Beckley, 1973; LiForge/1272). -

." /'

., ,/
, - r- . ,

' In 1970 MillersVqle State College, through the efforts of the Educa-

,
, "- :.,- /'

,

tignal Development Center, embarked'on a campus, based Summer. Happening which,.. -
, .,. .

r .'

.

had an Open Education, theme.. After a successful. five year effort,- from197,0
.,'

.

to 1974, the summer progam was shifted- in emphasis away from the,college-
,

Into a network venture inVolying,fodheen schaol.djstricts throughout the
'.1 ,

,
, f .

'state of PennsylyApia. As a result of their work viith the earlier programs,
= , . r v

.
_ 0 ,,

.
-*

: \

C



- /

the;emphasis of the Educational,bevelpment Center Network system veered
....

l'-from tkiecondept of Open Education toward a broader concept of Individual-
o

'i4ed Instruction. Evaluation of these programs dealt only with the affect-
\

.ive impact upon the teachers and the usage of individualizing techniques in

their regular classrqpm during the school year.
-

(Anttonen and Jernegam,

- -,

01976), Thefresults.ofthis analysis showed overall positive Alma in

, ... .

changing the methods' of instruction of classroom teachers.

However, with the current.growing concerh-f6r educational accounta-

bility, it is'apparent that'an.attempt must be magle to examine the effects-'

of the Summer Happening and Network programs upon the actual performancesOf,

children in the regular school'year. The basic variableS OT'achieveMent,
t.

attitudes towards self, and attitudes toward school seem most appropriate

to be included in such an analysis. (

. The current reportMll present cross -sectional; longitudinal, cogni-

tive, and affective data gathered oven-a three-year period.on children.frokm

, -
a specific schodl district whose teachers were trained through the Summer

Happening.and.Network programs of the Millers4ile Educational Development

Center.. The schools'iholved in,the analysis Are housed. in buildings which

... were built and established in th9i4O's and 50's, in lin-e, with the-tradi-
-, *

-, ,
tional self-contained classroom concept. Furthermdl,e0. the emphasis of ,the

.

district's curriculum for the past five yearS has' been upon individualizing
. r _ --- .

instruction withOut changing the iihysical structure.of their buildings.

4

2

'
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SAMPLE:.

- '

PROCEDURE-.

The school district involved in the present analysis is located in a

rural area in Westein Pennsylvania, outside an iridustrial city with a

lation of_approiimately 66,000. The income,level ,of the families in the

.

district varies widely with middle to upper middle class families forming

one 'segment, aid rur al poverty families forming the other end of the income
.

. .

Spectrum, The district itself has been educationally involved'in trying to

Bring about individualized programs for_the past several years, and has

achieved varying degrees of such individualization in thedistrict schools.
,

" The present analysis will center' on' three of these schools, one of which-
.

thik\,

,
. .

. .

. school .diStrict fedls represents a model of individualized 'instruction.

The otber two include a school which has similar population youngsters to

the model school,but has not progressed totally in the area of in.diyridual-
.,

sized instruction; and 'a,school representing highsI.Q. children from middle,
1..

to Upper middl class income paredts.

TESTING PROCEDURE:

In the spring of 1974,,children who wer4 inthe third grade in the

1
school district under analysts were given the Comprehensive Test of ,Basic

.. . .
analysts

-s..i,
,

Skills. This
,

standard iz e d instru nl''Tie i edscores on the factors of
-

Reading, Language, Mathematics, and\a Total'of the three areas; 'Reference,

. 5.cience., and 4Social Studies. In the sprig of 1976 a similar test,was egein

given to all.students in boththe third and fifth grades.in the school dis-

trict.Utrtct. The majority-of the 'fifth grade students had, been tested as third:



a

41*

graders in the spring-of 1974.

'In'addition to the achievement testing,'youngsters in the schoddis-
.

. tpIct were also given a third grade attitudinal measure (Faces Questionnaire,

Anttonen, 1974): This attitudinal *instrument yielded scores on three fac-

tors: SohoOl Climate, Independent Stu , and'Schopl Work, along with,a com-

bined total score across the thr factors. Fo'r a sample of the instrument

icself and a description of e scoring of the instrument, see4ppendix A.
. I

Student attitudes in th fifth grade were measura)by aSemahticDifferen-
.

tial designed by An onen, 1974.* This Semantic Differential technique

tapped feelings f students about Reading, Me, Social Studies, School,

Arithitetic, andScience. For a Qf this attitude instrument and scor-

ing.procedure, sep Appendix-B.

:ANALYSIS OFDATA: .

,

Since the samples froM thethree school's are not either truly random

or comparable, the data analysis will be presented in descriptive terms

. ,

only, without statistical tests of inference,. The data will be divided

into three major sections: (1):Cross-sectional analysis of the'standardized

achievement data,,(2) longitudinal analySis of the,achieveMent data, and (3)

6 final section dealing with the,two attitude measures.' In all'CompaPisons
.,-

.

the three schools outlined above will be used so-that amodel individualized
,

. I
ins.tructIon School will be compared with a similar student population

school,,and-a School wi,th a higher intelligence,' more affluent student
I

.. .

population.

The statistics-presented will include means and standard deviations

) for both the achievement and attitude measures. `In addition, mean and

S 4
r
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kr
standard deviations will also be calculated :for the gains which have been

e.

made for those youngsters who were tested on .then achievement measure in the

springs of 1974 and 1976. The achievement means will use as theirAin'it of

. analysis grade equivalents obtained from the raw Ares on the Various sub-
.

Sect tests and pe'attftude measuret will use as their unit of analysis the

s,imple raw scores obtained for the various factors on the two instruments.
1

. Jr' order to simplify thepresentation of the results, the model individual- .

ized instruction school will be designate in the report simply as the Model

,

"School, the similar student population sch ol will be labeled the Parallel
. . .

School, and the higher intelligence, affluent student population willbe
J
c,

referred to as th ftypical School.
, . %'\ /

`C

r

.

N

O

5

I.

.2

.4

3,
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ye 1 s TABLE. I
". r .

GRADE 3 .GRADE EPUTVALENT. MEANS, AND STANDARD *DEVIATIONS. ,

,

(FOR 1976(COMPAEHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC 'SKILLS) .

*

fOR THREE COMPARATIVE .SCHOOLS ..

.,-

;'Subtest

.1Readin9 (

Language

::Mathematics

"

,Reference

Sc' ence

ocial Studies

, ,

4

Model School

, (Nf-2,5) .

Mean Std.00ev.

.

4.27 1.91'-

4:84 2.28
4

4.06' 1.41

.23 1.68

4.96 2.49

4.37 1.99

4:5 - 1.93

.

. ,
4

- Parallel Siihool Atypical School

(N=32) - .... e . , (N=50)

Mean Rd: adv. Mean .Std. Dev.

-.' 4.08 1:99 -5.24 '. 2.04

.33 2.38 5:21 2.14.) ,Y
0

.: 3:59, 1.34 / '4.44 1..32

..

4 3.81 1.76 4.79 .4..61
J .

2.03, 5.56 2.23-
4:39 2.25 5.78 2.21

4.01' 2.(1)1 5.63 2.48

.

4 .)
0
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TABLE'

GRADE 3 .GRADE EQUIALENT. MEANS ANQ STANDARD DEVIATIONS

(FOR -1,976°C,OMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC'SKILLS)

fOR THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS ..

by

4'
'Model School. ,

(N=25)

".Subtest Mean ttd.Dev.
...

Reading f 4.27 1.91-1-

..

.

Language 4.84 2.28' 4.33
4

44athematics 4.06' 1.41
"

, - -,
i-"Tbtal. " 4.23 1.68

,

''.0%

::

f''

erence

-
,

L .

7,,_-

.

,

4

.,

. 96

.- ,

2'..49

.....

,

.

cfence 4.31 1.99

*,Social Studies
4 4:5 1.93:

.\.

10

,

1°'

at

Parallel Sghool Atypical School

(N=32) - ,- . -(N=50)... s

Mean Stth .Ddv. ' Mean Std. Dev.,

4.08 1:99. -5.4 ". 2.04

',. 2.38 5.21 2.14.)
, .

3.59 , 1.34 ,' 4.44 .1.32
.,.,

3.81 .1.76 '

."

4.79 ,-1-...61. '

1

13 2 0 ,
.

\i

1....

, ..

:..

.'

4

A

.

5.5 6

1

,

2.-

.

3

f .,,

S '4;39_ 2125
C. 5.78 2.21

4.01- 2/1 5.63 2.48

9 -

41.
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the highest mean grade equiyalent occurred in the Model school .:-
,.,

- . )
.. "

In .the comparison of the Mbdel school with the Paralleischool,,6

. ou of 7 oi the achievement subtests'had higher ,mead grade equivalents in.

school A further 'examination of Table II reveals that the

ifference (1il) Occurred in<file area of Reference. Differences

the Model

greatett

of .35 , .50 mean grade equi,lialentS fa"voring the Mode

the tubtests of Sottal Studiescience, and

areas, Reading, Total, and Mathematics, were

equivalent units for the two schools. - ,,

, In add, on to the actual grade. equivalent scores, the
.

Comprehensive'

Language/

!25

occurred in

The other three ;.

or less mean grade

,

....

A
. Test of Basic Skill_t-also provide=d -for Grade 3 only, a ftedicted grade

equivalent achievement! score based on an intelligence,measure, for. each df

.

the_subtests. By taking the difference between actual-and anticipated
.

- achieVement, a discrepancy score was obtained with .a positive score indica-
,

ting adhie'vement above prertion, and a negative scoreinicating achieve-

ment below prediction. . e ;
4.., e ',.

Tapie.III.presents the means and `standard deviations for these-disl,..

. ., ,
..,

Obpancy scores on 1976 third -grade data the three Cbmpar,, ative tan's%

_ . -*.v. -: - -
,

. . , .
. - - ,

BAs Table III,.shOWs,-the Atypical soliablhadihe.highest meattitcrepancy

kscOresarthe.iubtestt'of Reading, Scieace, andSociantudiet: Thejlodel
...,

,, i.
, --

.

tchbal naethe4highest mean 'discrepincy scores-fof'ih-e subtAti of Language,

.Reference,. and Total. _In the area of Mathematics,.'neg'atth mean discrep-

,
andY tcbres..Were obtained for all three schools..
. .

,

in-compd!ring.t6 MOApohciol with the Parallel school, it is:triter.,

esting to note that higher mean discrepancy scores, favoring the Model
. /, .

1.3

"s

mi

a

,



:TABLE ,

GRADE EQUIVALENT MEANS -46:STANDAR!) -DEVIATIONS
('FOR' 976 COMPREHENSIVETESI OF 'BASIC 'SKILLS)

COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS'

, ,

Model School Paraly,a1 SOOT' Atypiaal Soho
(NF--57)- f (N=64) , ,114-..-68)21'

Mean . Std.. Dev. Mean" Std.' Dev.. ' Mean. Sid: ,D
..) -,,, ,

0Woo4-.. 6.23 , 2.22 , 6,.00- 2.01. , _ -6:62 2.'09,

Language . 6.37, 2:9 6.01. 244: 6:4 0- 2 .5 1

-/-; C-71
atheinatics' t,0.44 .1-71 6.46 -- g!'.36 0.61 2.-12

.)-

otal i 6;21 ..1.89 6,06* 1.01 6.42 *2.:0-
.

,..,
Reference ,,,, , 8.18 2.82 7;06 2.81' 6.8 2.-4 i -',

cience, 6.95 2;71. -6.57, 2139T 6.99. 3.04

/-,0-
SOcial.Studies 6.60 2.64 2.58._ 6.70 3.23

. .

"4



'Stibtest

4cTing

Language

-
Mathematics

otal

Reference

r

( 'TABLE III

ARADE.-3 DISCREPANCX SCORE MEANS AND' STANDARp DEVIATIONS
(FOR. J976 COMPREHENSIVE TEST- OF BASICISKILLS)

FOR THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

Science

Social, Studies

Model School
(N=20)

Mean Std. Dev.

. -
Paralle. 't 4:W

(N=28 --'''
Mean -Std.- Dev._

.25-.,' ,:',99 .18 ,. .88 -

.75 1.66 - : .11 ;.1,,05

-.09 . .86 . -.35 . '.):"!;81

.23 .76 7.13 ..86:
..,

.1.17 1.9f.' °. 4-- .07 1..12

..: .29 1..0Q .31. " -1.36
L:-- 1,-- - /

.60 1..13 .01 1.15 1,

1

Atypi`cal t_cligl,
:'.(N=47,) ---`,.:..,-

. Mean Std.. 'Dew::

.41- - :.1.24-.. -
. ,

- -.05 1.42

-.09 -89'

*06 ..49-'

.15 14:4 -1

.90 p1.45
. c

--.86 .::. 1..55- ..,



, ,
'-'t i

. school? occurred in 6 out.of the 7 subtesis, with the biggest differences'
. .

occurring for the subtestsof Reference (1.00), Language,(.64),..and Social

Stddiet*59) . 4. '

-..;'

<1

In addition to the. data obtained in 1976 for Grade 3 youhqsters,

similar discrepancy scores' were available for a sampirof students who.Were

'in the third grade in each of the -three schdols in the Ofinu)f-1974.

Table IV gives the Means-and standard deviations for each school for the

1974 discrepanCy data.

In order to present either the gain or,loss for the mean discrepancy

from 1974 to-1876 for each of schoOls, a figure was prepared showing

the difference between the mean grade,equivalent discrepancy scores for the

two year period. (See Tables:IIT, IV, and lgure 1). Gains were represent-
., ar 4rI.-

- ed by bar graphs above the zero pint in thejfgitre, and losses were repre-

sented bybar griphs beloW the zero point in the figure. As Tables III, IV,

and Figure 1 show, the largest gain, in discrepancy scores occurred.in.the

Model, school for the areas of Language (.18 to .75), Reference (.65 to ,

T.17), and Social Studies (.08-to .60). The next largest:gain occurred for

:the Atypical school, in the area of Social Studies, (.39 to .56). All other',

, gains or loSses for the three comparative schools were .35 or less.

- ,

, Thus, -the, results of the cross - sectional achfevement data basically

shows that the Atypical,school has higher overall achievement in;terMtLof,

mean grade equivalent scores,on t4
4*

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skif4 for

both Grade 3 and Grade 5. However,the.coinparfSonbetwgen the Model 506914

112the Parallel sch ol shim consistently higher achievement scores for

Modet school. EurtfielCmore, when the-factor of I.Q. *t taken into account,
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efererkei.,

Cience

cial Studids
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: TABLE .IV

a.

GRA ©E;.3.815`f.1tP,ANCY SCARE MEANS- AND STANDARD' 6EVIATIONS
;CFOR1.97.4kCOMPREHENSIVE 'TEST OF BASIC SKILLS)'
t THREE -COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

ei- Sckicot }A .Paral lel.,Sdhopl
(N-72147:

Std. ,Dew. :MeAri Std. Deli,.

..RD: .1.06,

.1 1.15_ ,

--,_

.20 Bp_

*.65 1.43

'.16

'Jiff 1.33

4,

.06 .59

.19 .96

-.16 -"-:62
.01 .51

.24; 1.20

.26 1.65,

-.25 .67

:meth; tta,.."66v-i:
(N 29)

School

.T3, 1.

04 ,

.19

.6a,

.72' 1:73;

.39
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the Model Sdhool showsthe greatest gain for 5:out of the 7 achievement'Sub-
,

test; in the period from 1974 to 1976. In addition, the areas which consis----

tentiy,stand,out inJavgr of the Model schoollare Reference; Social Studies,

and Language. This is not surprising,' since the goal of individualizing,

,

instruction,is to have youngsters seek knowledge and 'information indepen-

dently.' Alo,-the.emphasis of the individuilized Peogramhin.the Model.

school has been predominantly in the curriculum areas Of Language, Arts,.

and Social Studies.
'/,

In the next section; data batedon the longitudinal.analysis of the

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills will by presented.

\

cy,

19

L

nq
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1,10

.0"

, ,....
* 4

* 4 :

d
AsoUt,lined in/the section on Procedures, a sample of youngsters in

-
,

... . .

,,. 'each-Of, 'the three-cOmparatOe schools had been tested both in the spring of
,

%

,
LONGITUDINAL ACHIEVEMENT

; ,

19_4 nd'1976 with :the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Table V pre-'

:',sents-the grade equivalent means and standard deviations for both Grade 3

.
.

A ded:Gra 5.1ongitudinal data on each of the seven subtests: In addition,.1
, m

. . . .
mp

the table. also gives the mean and sdard.deviatin coresfor.t e gain st
, -

- , calculated from the differences between the -grade equivalent scores for
.. .

these two testing times. The table also- presents the mean and standard

de'viation for the intelligence test'given when the youngsters were in

Grade. 3 in 1974%
// .1-

- r

As can be seen from Table V, the largest mean grade-equivalent gain

* 4.

for the areas'of Reading, Mathematics;,Total, and Social Studi-s occurred.
a

1

in the Atypical school. However, for the area of References the greatest

_pan gain (3.29) was in the Model-school. For the areas of Language and

- Science, the differencei between the three schools were all within approxi-

mately .30 mean grade equivalent units.
1N

-In comparing the Model school with the Parallel school', five out of
,

the seven subtests (Reading, Total. Reference, Science, and Sqcial Studies)
-

had higher mew-Oi& equivalent scores in the Model schbol. The biggest
-'sz3

mean difference occurred in the areas of"Reference'(.94) and Reading (.53). .

For. the other three subtests, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies,

dIfferences'of .30 or less'mean grade equivalents were found between-the
4

.two schools. The'two subtests'which favored the Parallel school were

c.
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,,.

TABLE
$. .,

- 'V ,
,.
. , ,

. - ,,, .

GRADE 3,AND5 GRADE EQUIVALENT ANDJ,.Q. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR 1974-1976' COMPREHENSIVE- TEST OF BASIG:LSKILLS.

,
. FOR.THREE COMPARATIVPSCHOOLS'

.. - . -

. r

A

.Model School . Pirallel School Atypical School

.(N =24) . *- (N =20') (N=28)

!

Mean ' S.D. Me'an ='' -S.D:- , --Man' .S.D.

I.Q. 3rd Grade" 101.08, 13.5).-- 97:75 11.96 114.43., 15:08
, k.

Rea 1
rd Grade .3.86 1.76. q.60'. 1:24 5.44 1.89'

-5th Grade ,
'46.22 1.98 '5.43 1.94 a.114 2.70

-

Gain 2.35 1.25 . 1.82' 1.01 2.1 1.57
.

. - ;

Language "4
,

,

,
, .

3rd Grade , 4.14 2.02 '3.85 ie, 1.63 5:89 2.50

5th, Grade , 5.96 2.40 5.85 % 2.50` '7.94 3.00

'Gain 1.82 1.30 2.10 1.63' - 2.04 1.62

Mathematics
'.

3rd ,Grade
,

4.37 1.47 . 3.80 1.15 '. 4..84, 4 .1.27

5th Grade' 6.39 1.71 6.07 '' 2.39 7.50 2.20

Gain 2.01 ..98 - 2.27 -,:,. 1.82 .2.66 ' 1.41

Total

3rd Grade 4.08 1:57' '3.68 1.18

5th Grade -6.15' 1.78 5.68 / 1.98
Gain 2.06, .85 .2.01, 1.20

-

4.52 1,99 3.78 1.4,r 5.72 '2.40

7.80 2.74 6.12 2.65. 8'.64 ' 2.93

3.29 2.07 ..2.35 2.36 2.85 '1.95

Reference
3rd Grade
5th Grade
Gain'

Scierice

---277.(Zrade

'5th Grade
' Gain

a.
Social studies

3rd Grade
5th Grade
Gain

0

5.28 .1.75

7.80 2.51

2.53 _1,21,,

4.17 1.84 3.94 -'1.89 6.05 2.12

r 6..74 2.51. 6.12% .2.22 Q. 2.94'

2.58 '1.940 1.50 2.58 1.63 9

.
.

.3.80 1.75- 3.30 1.32 5,48 -2.84

6.42, 2.60 5.75' 2.81 04k 8:44 .3.15 '

2.62 1.80 2:46 "t 1:90' . -3.03 2.14
.

,

.1
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Language and Mathematjcs,'although differences of .30-or less mean gr&de

equivale't unftsOtcurred in both cases. * ,c,

-, ,,,, , .... ,

..0. 4,1 9 . 3a .. %

hus,the resulit of the longitudinal achievement shows
. . ri
that the Atypical school brings about greater:,overall Oacevement,gains on

...

,.., .

. .

, 0.

the majority of,subtests of the CoMprehensive Tdst OP Basjc4Skins. How-,
-

.. 0...,. . ,

..._eirer, it is interesting to note that ire an area of indiyidualizatibn;
:]ke

. . t,

;.

Reference, the greatest gain was.made_in the Model, schOofl, This--rei4Itie.
... . .

consistent with the goal of th 'program, which seeks, have youngstdg
% . -

;

gain; information and knQwledge in a self-seeking:Man-pe.
A.

.4.111

fr' In the next section, data based oh:thd children:5,0.attitude§ for th

comparison of the three schools will be presented:' s*

P.

-

9,

L

a

-

v.
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ATTITUDE DATA

dole ,

As utlined.in the se/ionon Procedures; attitudinal data was

gather'd for youngsters who were in Grades 3 and 5 for the three compara-

tive schools in the spring:of 1976. Children who were in Grade 3 were

given the Faces Test. -(See Ap endix A). This test.yielded scores on three
.

i

fiotors: School Climate, Ande ndent Study, and,School Work. In,additionl,
. _ \ ,

a total. score .was obtained by dding across all the,items4which were in-
16

eluded in this scale, Table VI tiresents.the means and standard deviations
.

for theithree.comparative'schools. As can be seen from Table VI, children

in the Model school had a'higher mein ittitude.score for the subtests of

Independent Study, School Work, and also for the,Total... For tie factor of

'school'Clfmate, the Parallel: school 'had the Righegtmean attitude.

Foryoungsters in Grade45, a semantic differential-ins* entwas
i ,

.
. \\

utilized.' (See Appendix B). This teefnique tapped six 'affective imen-

,Sions: Reading, Me, Sllafttudies, School, Mathematics, and Scien

.
_ \

Table VII presents the means and standard deviations` Mr thethreecompe.a-
t

K \
.

tive.schoOlsior these six
,

'concepts. As Table VIA 'shows, higher mean atti-
.,.

.
,,.

tude scores wereobtained for the Model school in 5 out of the 6-dimen ions:
tI, . ,

4

,
0 \

'Reading, Me; Social Studies, School, and Mathematics.. For the 9oncept\ f
----, Lo 14._...-1:

0
.Scignce, the hi4hest mean pccurred,in the Atypical sc hool.

. . .,,. ,-

4. ,
'If one views the combinedresults of the third and fifth grades,.

cs-Interelting. to note that for eight "of the ten measures a higariMean
1) .

-attitude score was pound in the Moderschool. This result is consistent
. 0

, r ,
.

. , ,

with one of the objectives of an individualized- .program, namely thfit4 ,. ,.
1, i



. + i .
/ . .

.youngsters who are given more choice and freedom in seeking knowledge in-

,dependently should have "better" attitudes toward school and school work
. , f .

. ..

when COpared to youngsters who are involved in more "traditional" based

programs-. , . 4
t

S "

A
k

.
Vk

In the next section of the report, a .summary and conclusion will be

"dr .

presented. 4,7

e

r-
,.

1s.

O

r

"24
19

.."

"04



.f"1.

,.'

STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 1976 FACES ATTITUDE TEST
FOR TIIREE 'COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

1400 School
*20)

titude Variable Mean Sid. De'v.

0601 ;Climate

fidePencrent', Study

;boo) 'Work

Total., ,

'Parallel School
(,4.28)

Mean' Std. Dev-.

Atypical Sghoot
(N=47,)

Mean Std. Dev.

19'.90
.

20.50 -2,.'94 19,32
la.

2.05:

2.15 14,14 2.94 14.51

60 3.15 '10.79`' 8.32. 9.50 2.78
>

4 .60 6.39 45.43 6..91 43.19 : 4.74

.
"Ak

4

O
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s
TABLE VI t

GRADE 5:'MEANSAID STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR 1976 SEMAftTIC° DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE TEST

.POR TKO COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

600- Studies-

:64,0i "

Mathemati cs

'Science

4

I

Model School '
(N=57) **-

ean Std. Dev.

22.39 2.73

Pe.Z5',,, 2.97

1., a 22'.47 t'd 2.63

22.82' --.'"- 3:15

.

;

Paral 1 ti:Scliocii
(N754)

Mean Std, Dev.

22,19

,,,g1,92

2.80'

23:93" , 3.24 -,- $, 22,05 .
1\--

22.65 31/4.34r 22.27 12..11A .

c-

O

a .

,

c

Atypical Schap

Mean Std:. pelf.
-,---4;w7:!.;,

- 22:19 2;90

21:64 3,17,

21* 4,15,-
. .

,
200 14.11r.

.
23-13 . 3.45.
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CONCLUSION

woo

The results of the comparison of the three schools involved in the

preseht analysis presents some interesting/findings. Pbvi usTy, the find-
.

ings support the view that intelligence is still closely related to the

achievement of youngsters.. This is reveal d in the aonsistentlyjiigher

mean grade equivalent scores for the school with a student population,which.'

can be Characterized as upper intelligence, and coming from homes which are

,
,

in the middle to upper socio-economic level.

,"

.

However, the study alSO-showt that youngsters who have been exposed

fo an individualized curriculum can achieve greater growth and perform At a

higher-Lei/el in tertaih specific areas. of skill developmenf. Specifically,

;

Stith youngsters ichieved and gained in the skill area of Reference which

tapped their ability to work independently. In addition, the yerniareasd'

of"Langdage,and Social Studies also showed a high level of achieyement.

For the areas of klathematics,Reading, and Science, youngsters who were
.

exposed to such./an individuWlized-approach d40 not tend to do less. well

,.."
than youngiters Who were exposed to a more "traditionally" based curriculum.

study also tended to support the vieWthat children in anindiL

viduaTtZed program ,have better

Again,. this is not surprising,
1.

/Ualized instruction is 6'make

attitudes toward school and its`ubjects.

sine' one of the major goals of an individ-

Teaming more enjoyable and henwbriing

aboutbetter'.school and school related affeCts

.

0
-!Obviously, the school district involved in the present analysis has

---

.
.

"made as commitme(t to the whole area of individualizing instruction. 'All
.t......-- ,

..

..
..,,,

*22 IV
1 ''

"



L

the schools in the district, in addition to the Model school, are,presently

iseekinOto develop this method. The school district itself is not nterest-

ed in making claims thatits.approach is bringing about great gains in

achieveMent, and establishing entirely new_mode'i of instruction. Rather,

they feel that they are attempting instructional methods whichseem to
4

bring about,better results in some areast and the present-repbrt tends ita

suppprt their claim.

.Hopefully, other schoo districts will Want to examine the techniques

and teaks which have brought about the success achieved by t1, particular
,_/,

ichool.system involved-in this report.

z
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( FACES INVENTORY

'Age Name

.drade:' A Schaol

- nate

. - 4

DIRECTIONS: Boys and girls, we are interepted,in how you fee;:'
about school and'some of the things you do tri'schaol..

,,,.
Read each sentence below and on the following pages.
Put anErl_aA.,_the face that shows how .you feel. - ,

Please check only'ml face for ,each sentence'and make,
sure you answer, each sentence.

.

... .-- ,

ew-e
EXAMPLE:

This is h feel:when I go-.to the doctor.

This is how I feel-wheri-i comb-ta school.

0

.2. I'feel like this when the teacher tells me to dO something all
by .myself withOut adyhelp.

.

;

This is how I- would feel-if I could go to school for the rest
of jny life., .

s.

It.

24-1°

30



I feel like this-when someone does' not follow the rules.

woo.. e-.

I fee like this whend work alone..

-
6: I feel like this when I have. a.Iotof school

I fikel like this`; about going summer school.

v

r
8.: ; Seel like this when I work on a,project

(
9. This is how I feel about goingback to school after a Vacation.7

0

4

d10. This isliow I, feel when I talk to i y.teachers...-
.:



I- feeltlikethis about studying .

how I feel on days w can't go to school.

13. I -f.eel-this,way abcut teachers.

I feel-this way about readin ?'book by myself

,1. This is how I would feel if we coulgfhave sthool on Saturday, too.

',.

/- A
w/I feel aboilt school rules.

o

17. feel this may when the teacher asits pie qtiestions.

This is how 1 feel when it' F time to got.home

. 0



tv.

V.
.

19, I $eel. lielces this when I go to the media center .(library)

20.` This is how I fe'l about .my school- building.

!), =-44.

40'



SCORING PROCEDURES
-.FAR

THE FACES TEST

The 20 items of the Faces Test yield three scores. on what
can be called three factors. These three factors and the items
that are .part of these factorS are given below.

FACTOR

I. -Attitude toward school
climate

; 'Attitude toward'independent
.

Study '- ''
.

.y

toward school-
work,

Each item is scored
response getting a 3 and
forte 11 "This is how
weight' g,is

on a 3 peint
a "negative
I feel *hen I

3_

ITEMS

1, 4, 71 10, 13, 16,
.491 20

2 5, 8,

3) 61

v!

12,,.^.154 1 8

scale with ,a "positive!'
response a 1:.For example,
'Come.to schO4.", the

,

ll other items,, with the exception of 4, 12, and 18, are similarly
weighted. Tdr,items numbers 4, 121. and 18, the three-point scale
is reversed. For example, for item 4; "I feel like this when-some-
one does not follow the rules.", the weighting. is

`1 2

_. .

In order to obtain a score on a factor, the.weights for,t4e-
1teths that are, included in that factor.are_airmly added. Tints, ,
for factor I, -the scores can range from8 to 24,, whereas' for factbrs'; II Andill the scores can range from 6 tO:18. ,,---- ,

, .

q,
I

N

-

24-5 .
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(SEMANTle DIFFERENTIA- TESTING' PROJECT-
- : A *

Name e -,
. ,.

School .
..

s' e .

Grail° Age -<,

Today I would like, you to think abOut yourself anitypqr. schoolwor and how yoLrfe'el -about -7,

yourself and your schoolWork. The thin 'you tell us. will not toe,iilq anlY;Vayjo 'give you a
grade. Also, there are no right or wrong answersto the things we are goin ,to

. .

On the next six.'pagei you will find a list of words which mean, &opposite of each,l'other,
An example of these words is:' . -\'' . . .,

c
HAPgy . ° SA .0`.. . . . s<,' .

, Fes,
'

-. At the top of each page will be some things about school li mg andMb: If you,feekhat
you are always happyovith reading, place an X In box 1. If you, feel you are not alwayihappy with
reading but are happy most of the time, place an X in box 2. if 04 feel youarisometin?*happy ,_

1

and sometimes sad with reading, place an X in box 3! If you (feel you are not always.'iad'but said
most of ihe time with reading, place art X in box 4. If yo9-fael you' are always sad.With reading,-.; ,
place an X in box 5. However, if you- feel you cannot answer to the thing,plaoe an X in bpx 3.

A't
# 0. i S

On each of the words on the next pages; try to think about hoW yoti really feel, about the,:
school' thing at the trip of the page and mark your, answer so it is as close to how yOu feel. Mark
only one answer for each pair of words. Make sure your answer is in -the b6x,,not outside the box.

ke. / 1 -, _ 4 '4
.., t

o

a

, ,



MOST
ALWAYS

HIGH

a

BAD

SLOW

NICE

BIG .

ALWAYS
HAPPY

I' -ALWAYS'
QUIET

. .

ALWAYS
BAD

.

ALWAYS
Slow

ALWAYS
' NICE

CRUEL CRUEL
ALWAYS

WEAK ALWAYS
WEAK

AEI

HIGH:

,
< DISLIKE

HIGH

ALWAYS
-1D, JSLIKE

, .

:ALWAYS
,HARD

Reading ate' Me

MLIST -

ALWAYS
HAPPY.

' MOS
ALWAYS
DU IE

MOST
ALWAYS' --'

BAD

MOST,
ALWAYS
SLOW

MOST .
ALWAYS

NICE

MOSD ,
ALWAYS

1310

MOST
ALWAYS
CRUEL

MOST
ALWAYS..

WEAK"

MOST
ALWAYS

FAIR

MOST.
ALWAYS
DISLIKE:

MOST
ALWAYS
a HARD

HAPPY
SOMETIMES

SAD

-QUIET
SOMETIMES

LOUD*

BAD-
SOMETIMES

GOOD

, SLOW
SOMETIMES,

FAST

NICE
SOMETIMES

AWFUL

.
Th% BIG
SOTIMES

_MEMALL

CRUEL
SOMETIMES'

KIND'

WEAK
SOMETIMES

STRONG

FAIR
SOMETIMES

UNF AIR

HIGH
SOMETIMES

HARD

EASY
;sonnETIMES

g

254''

MOST
ALWAYS

SAD

MOST
ALWAYS

LOUD

MOST
ALWAYS .

G 04.0

ALWAYS .

SAD

ALWAYS
Offri

ALWAYS -.
GOOD

1.

MOST
ALWAYS

. 'FAST

MOST
'ALVWS
AWFUL

MOST
ALWAYS
SMALL

MOS
ALWAYS

KIND

ALWAYS
STRONG

MOST

MOST'
ALWAYS
UNFAIR

..

MOST
ALWAYS '

-LOW

MOST,
. ALWAYS

On

MOST
ALWAYS,

bEASY
,

a-

ALWAYS
AVI1F,U L

ALWAYS
SMALL

.ALWAYS .
°KIND

ALWAYS
STRONG

_
, t

ALWAYS
UNFAIR

t ALWAYS
LO

ALWA -YS ,
LIKE"

. .

ALWAYS-
EASY



RIG
SOMETIMES

SMALL'

CRUEL
SOMETIMES

;KIND
4

HARD
SOMETIMES

.EASY

1. MOST
ALWAYS

-eAsy

ALWAYS
GOOD

I-
ALWAYS

HAPPY .--

ALWAYS
.OUIET

ALWAYS
SLOW

ALWAYS
NICE

ALWAYS
BIG'.

ALWAYS
CRUEL

_
ALWAYS

. WEAK

ALWAYS
FAIR

ALWAYS
' HIGH

ALWAYS
DISLIKE.

ALWAYS..
' 'HARD

, ...

School and Me

MOST
ALWAYS
.HAPP.Y

MOST
ALOAYSLI
QUIET

MOST
ALWAYS

BAD .

MOST
ALWAYS
SLOW

MOST
ALWAYS

NICE.

MOST
,,ALWAYS

BIG
Mb.

MOST
ALWAYS
CRUEL,

MOST
ALWAYS

-WEAK

MOST
ALWAYS

FAIR

[ MOST
ALWAYS

HIGH

-MOST."
ALWAYS
DISLIKE

ALWAYS
.HARD

MOST

HAPPY
SOMETIMES

SAD.,

QUIET: .
SOMETIMES

LOUD

BAD
SOMETIMES

GOOD

SLOW.
SOMETIMES

FAST

a

NICE
SOMETIMES

AWFUL

WEAK
SOMETIMES

STRONG

FAIR'
SOMETIMES

UNFAIR

HIGH
SOMETIMES

LOW "

DISLIKE
SOMETIMES

LIKE

264

[ALWAMOST YSSAD

MOST
ALWAYS

DUD

MOST
ALWAYS
GOOD .

MOST
ALWAYS

FAST ,

1 , NT ST
ALWAYS

. AWFUL. ,-

MOST .
ALWAYS
SMALL-.

I MOST
ALWAYS

KIND

MOST
ALWAYS .

'STRONG

MOST,.
ALWAYS
UNFAIR

MOST
ALWAYS

LOW.

MOST
ALWAYS

LIKE

ALWAYS
SAO

ALW S
U0

ALWAYS
FAST

ALWAYS
AWFUL .

[ALWAYS'
SMALL

4.14/AYS
KIND

ALWAYS
STRONG

ALWAYS '
UNFAIR

ALWAYS'
LOW .

ALWAYS
LIKE

ALWAYS
EASY ,



MOST
ALWAYS

VICE
S.

HAPPY
SOMETIMES

SAO ,

WEAK .

SOMETIMES
STRONG'

SLOW

1

.

'ALWAYS
HAPPY

ALWAYS
QUIET

ALWAYS
BAD

I. ALWAYS
SLOW

fiiCE ALWAYS
NICE

BIG

CRUEL

WEAK

FAIR

HIGH

DISLIKE

HARD

ALWAYS
BIG

ALWAYS
WEAK

ALWAYS
. . FAIR

ALWAYS,
HIGH

7.:.
4.,..;

-k,

A LWAYS
. DISLIKE

,

Aritlimetic' and

MOST
ALWAYS ,

HAPPY

MOST
ALWAYS
QUIET

MOST
ALWAYS

. BAD

MOST
ALWAYS
SLOW

MOST .

ALWAYS
, BIG

MOST
ALWAYS
CRUEL

MOST
ALWAYS

WEAK

ALWAYWAYS
FAIR

MOST
ALWAYS

HIGH

MOST .-
ALWAYS
DISLIKE

QUIET
SOMETIMES

LOUD

BAD
SOMETIMES

GOOD

-' SLOWS
SOMETIMES

FAST

NICE
-SOMETIMES _

AWFUL

BIG
.SOMETIMES .

SMALL,

CRUEL
_SOMETIMES

KIND

MOST
ALWAYS

SAD

MOST
'ALWAYS

FAST

MOST
ALWAYS.
AWFDL

0.

MOST
ALWAYS.
SMALL

FAIR
SOMETIMES

UNFAIR _

HIGH
SOMETIMES

LOW

DISLIKE
SOMETIMES

LIKE

MOST
ALWAYS-
STE:ONG

MOST
ALWAYS
UNFAIR

MOST
ALWAYS

LOW:

MOST
ALWAYS-

,LIKE

. MOST
ALWAYS 1

EASY

ALWAYS
, SAD

ALWAYS .

LOUD

ALWAYS
GOOD -

ALWAYS .

'FAST

ALWAYS.
AWFUL

ALWAYS
SMALL

ALWAYS
KIND

I: ALWAYS
-STRONG

ALWAYS
UNFAIR

4
ALWAYS
, VW

ALWAYS
LIKE

ALWAYS
EASY

SAD

ti

AWFUL

,

SMALL

KIND .c.

STRONG

UNFAIR'
,1

LIKE .



ALWAYS
,SMALL

MOST

-ALWAYS
UNFAIR

r;

O

0

APPY
I ALWAYS

HAPPY

MOST
ALWAYS

HARPY.

ti

, HAPPY
ASONIE TIMES,

SAD

MOS ti
ALMA

SAD

QUIET

BAD'

SLOW

NICE /

BIG

, ALWAYS 04.
QUIET

MOST
ALWAYS
WET

QUIET
SOME TIMES

LOUD

MOST
ALWAYS

l000

ALWAYS
BAD

ALWAY3

ALWAYS-
SLOW

ALWAYS
NICE

ALWAYS
BIG

ALWAYS
CRUEL

HIGH.
ALWAYS

HIGH

.ALWAYS
DISLIKEJ:

ALWAYS
.HARD,

i
;ALWAYS

a

MOST
ALWAYS

IItG

MOST' .

ALWAYS
CRUEL

MOST
ALWAYS

WEAK

MOST
ALWAYS

. FAIR

MOST
ALWAYS

HIGH

MOST
ALWAYS
DISLIKE

MOST'
- ALWAYS

IfARO

SOMETIMES

B1G

--SOMETIMES
SMALL

CRL4
SOMETIMES .

KIND

WEAK-,
SOMETIMES

STRONG.

FAIR
SOMETIMES

UNFAIR

HIGH
SOMETIMES

LOW

.51

,,DISLIXE
SOMETIMES.

LAKE

Isclifflitild
E

`26-75

MOST
ALWAYS

FAST-

ALWAYS
AWFUL

-b
a

MOST
ALWAYS

KIND

MOST' -
ALWAYS
STRONG,

MOST \
ALWAYS

leNVAIR

MOST
ALWAYS

LOW

MOST
ALWAYS

LIKE

MOST
ALWAYS

EASY

ALWAYS
LOUD

ALWAYS .

ROOD

ALWAYS
FAST

Ar

ALWAYS
AWFUL

ALWAYS
SMALL

!ALWAYS
KIND

ALWAYS
STRONG ,

SMALL

I

KIND

STRONG

'.,

ALWAYS
LOW_,

1

ALWAYS'.,
LI

-

UNFAIR

LOW

IKE

ALWAYS,
-t'EASY

EASY

a,



ocial Studies an

Art'it 'IS
NAPPY

. MOST
.ALWAYS I

HAPPV

, HAPPY -,
SOMETIMES

SAD

,..
ALWAYS

SAD

QUIET
MUST

AL-WAY S'
*QUIET

QUIET_
Of4ETIfitlES

I DUO

M(ST
L WAYS-
LOUD

ALWAYS
LOUD,

MAST
ALWAYS -

BAD

BAD
SOMETIMES

Goon

MOST
ALWAYS
GOOD

ALWAYS
GOOD -.

MO.SI
ALWAYS

LOW

SLOW
SOMETIMES

FAST

MOST
ALWAYS

FAST
AL AYS

FA

MOST NICE .mpsT
ALWA 1 SOMETIMEt ALWAYS ALWAYS

'V 1 CE AWFUL AWFUL AWFUL

ALWAYS
/BIG' ,4

Uti,T
ALWAYS

RIG .
SOMETIMES'

SMALL

MOST
AMA Y

SMALL
ALWAYS '
SMALL

FAST

WEAK .

-FAIR.

HIGH'

ALWAYS
CRUEL

ALWAYS-
WEAK

ALWAYS
FAIR _

ALWAYS
HIGH'

MOST
-A LWA YS,;,,
CRUEL

CRUEL
SOMETIMES

KINN,*

MOST
ALWAYS

KIND

MOST
'ALWAYS,

WEAK

MOST .

ALWAYS
FAIR

MOST
ALWAYS

HIGH. .

WEAK
gIMETIMES

`STRONG

PAIR
SOMETIMES
/ UNFAIR'

HIGH
SOMETIMES

' LOW

MOST
ALWAYS
STRONG

MOST
ALWAYS ,-
UNFAIR '

MOST
ALW

LOW
AY S

ALWAYS
KIND

. ALWAYS
STRONG

ALWAYS

ALWAYSLO

STRONG

-UNFAIR.

. LOW

'DISCIKE
MOST

ALWAYS
DISLIKE

MOST
(ALWAYS

HARP

DISLIKE
SOMETIMES

LIKE

.Z1)-

MOST
ALWAYS

LIKE''
ALV,VAYS!

LIKE

'

tiAtWAYS
':EASY

ALWAYS
. EASY



ALWAYS
HAPP

ALWAYS
QUIET

[ALWAYS
BAD

ALWAYS
. SLOW'

ALWAYS,
NICE

ALWAYS
BIG ;

ALWAYS
'CRUEL

ALWAYS
WEAK

ALWAYS "
FAIR

-ALWAYS
"DISLIKE

ALWAYS
.HARD

1

Science and Me A
- Z

MOST
ALWA iS
HAPPY

HAPPY
SOMETIMES

MOST
ALWAYS

SAO
ALWAYS

SAO.

[MOST
ALWAYS
QUIET -

QUIET-
SOMETIMES

LUD c

MOST
ALWAYS
'LOUD.

ALWAYS
.,LOUT .

LOUD

. I

GOOD
MOST

ALWAYS
'BAU

AO
SOMEBTIMES-

'GOOB

MOST
ALWAYS
iGOOD

ALWAYS
GOOD

<

MOST
ALWAYS
SLOW

- MOST
ALWAYS

NICE

MOST
ALWAYS-

BIG

MOST,
ALWAYS-
CRUEL

MOST .

ALWAYS
WEAK

MOST .

ALWAYS
FAIR

MOST
ALWAYS

HIGH

MOST
'4" ALWAYS.

,DISLIKE

MOST ,y

ALWAYS .-

H ARD

SLOW :--
SOME

FAST

NICE
SOMETIMES

AWFU,1_ r

BIG
SOMETIMES_
SMALL

CRUEL
SOMETIMES

KIND

0

WEAK
SOMETIMES
STRONG

FAIR
SOMETIMES
-UNFAIR

HIGH
SOMETIMES

COW .

SOT, TIMES
IKE

SOMETIMESSOMETIMES
EASY

MOST
-,ALWAYS

FAST

_MOST
ALWAYS
AWFUL

MOST
ALWAYS
SMALL

I AL AYS
>K IND '

MOST

MOST)
ALWAYS
STRONG

1

IMOST
ALWAYS
UNFAIR

:42

. MOST
ALWAYS;
LOW

NIOST
ALWAYS
LIKE

MOST
ALWAYS
' EASY

4,stF-74NS

ALWAYS
SMALL

Cs

ALWAYS
] KIND

ALWAYS
STRONG

.

ALWAYS
UNFAIR

ALWAYSL°

ALWAYS.
. LIKE

ALWAYS
EASY

FA

AWFUL
- : .

SMALL

KIND

STRONG

UNFAIR

LOW

EKE

'EASY



f

-SCORING SCHEME
FOR

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL'

Tfiescoring'scheme for any concept on the Semantic Differential for

children is based on -six of the twelve adjective pairi. The six adjective

pairi 'are: Happy-Sad, _pad-Good, Nice - Awful, Fair - Unfair, Dis

like-Like. In each case a "positive" response receives 1p 'and a negative

response a 1 with 4, 'J 2 used to complete the.middle three. boxes. For --

Happy - 5 4 3 2 1 Sad

Bad 1' 2 3 4 5 Good

By summing across the six adjective pairs a total scope can be ob-
.

tdined. These scores can range from a high of 30 to a low of 6.

O
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